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STRUCTURE, CONDUCT, AND 
PERFORMANCE OF THE 
COMMERCIAL CAMPGROUND 
INDUSTRY IN MAINE 
Part II: Industry Conduct and Performance 
Louis W. Pompi and George J. Seel' 
INTRODUCTION 
Tourism and recreation constitute a growing and important part of 
Maine's economy. During 1973, Maine's tourist industry accounted for 
nearly $259 million of direct expenditures by tourists who spent an esti-
mated 22.5 million tourist days in the State (4, p.2). This business activity 
provided 6.5 percent of 1973 total employment for all industries in Maine 
and generated state government tax revenues of nearly $30 million or 
approximately 6 percent of all state revenues for that year (4, p. 3). 
A recent study of tourism in Maine indicates that total business activ-
ity generated by that industry can be estimated using a business activity 
multiplier of 1. 76 (5, p. 76). When this multiplier is used, estimated total 
business activity for the tourism sector is equal to approximately $445.8 
million, which accounts for just over 20 percent of Maine's total 1973 
business activity. 
The State's private campground industry is an important component 
of the tourism sector. In 1973, campgrounds accounted for 2,326,000 
tourist days (597,000 resident and 1,729,000 non-resident) which repre-
sents nearly 10 percent of total tourist days for that year (4, p.2). Visitors 
to Maine's campgrounds accounted for approximately $21 million in 
direct expenditures, nearly $8 million in wages and salaries, and $854,000 
in net state tax revenues (4, p.2). 
Proximity of Maine's attractive recreation resources to major urban 
centers suggests a rather substantial future growth potential for the 
State's commercial campground industry. In recognition of its econo-
mic significance and to help existing and prospective new firms in the in-
dustry realize this potential, it is important that development and imple-
mentation of public policy having impacts on the campground industry 
proceed on a sound infonnatioll. base. Detailed, quantitative infonnation 
'Assistant Professor and Graduate Research Assistant, Department of Agricultural and 
Resource Economics, respectively. 
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on the structure, conduct, and performance of the industry is a necessary 
input to the policy process. Such information can also be helpful to ex-
isting and potential future entrepreneurs in the industry as they try to 
offer a more attractive product and improve their individual financial 
circumstances. 
While theoretical literature on the development and management of 
commercial campgrounds is quite extensive, there is little in the way of 
current empirical findings with policy and management implications rele-
vant to Maine. As competition within the industry becomes more intense, 
this information gap could make it increasingly difficult for the State':. 
commercial campgrounds to maintain an adequate share ofthe market. 
Objectives 
This study deals specifically with the privately owned and operated 
commercial campground industry in Maine.2 The general goals of there-
search are: 
1. To assemble basic, quantitative data for Maine's commercial 
campground industry. 
2. To analyze these data for the purpose of providing detailed infor-
mation, having implications for both public policy formulation 
and the management of new and existing campground firms, on 
the structure, conduct and performance ofthe industry. 
These goals are further defined in terms of the following specific study 
objectives: 
1. To describe the geographic location, size, and growth character-
istics ofthe industry. 
2. To describe the land, labor, and capital input used by 
existing firms in the industry. 
3. To describe other structural characteristics of the industry in-
cluding facilities and services provided, camper use, and in-
dustry concentration. 
4. To describe the industry's conduct with respect to such factors as 
fee structure, pricing behavior, length of season, advertising, 
reservations, expansion, and perceived management problems. 
5. To evaluate the industry's performance in terms of financial 
success. 
'Research results presented here are derived from a project which also involved an inves-
tigation of the socioeconomic charactedstics, camping preferences, vacation travel patterns, 
and expenditures of campers in Maine. The results of this research are summarized in an 
earlier report (3). 
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6. To identify factors which might have a significant impact on a 
campground finn's performance as a business venture. 
7. To ascertain the direction and strength of relationships existing 
between these factors and the financial success of campground 
firms. 
Part I ofthe study reports the results of the industry structural analy-
sis while Part II concentrates on industry conduct and performance. 
Structure, Conduct, and Pedormance: A Framework 
The term "industry performance" refers to the way firms in an in-
dustry adjust to changing conditions in their factor and product markets. 
The performance of individual firms is often evaluated in terms of some 
measure of financial success. Firm performance is the end result of a com-
plex set of interactions among many variables. Identification and analysis 
of the major factors influencing performance levels of firms is as impor-
tant to the formulation of rational public policy and successful manage-
ment strategy as is the measurement of performance itself. Bain has sug-
gested two sets of primary determinants of finn performance: 1) industry 
structure; essentially the organizational character of the industry, and 2) 
industry conduct, practices firms employ to adjust to changes in the mar-
kets in which they participate (1 ,p.3). 
Industry structure can be defined as involving those characteristics 
which determine the relationships existing among sellers, between sellers 
and buyers, and between established sellers and potential new firms in a 
given market. The important dimensions of industry structure are the 
degree of seller concentration, the degree of product differentiation, and 
the condition of entry into the market for the industry's output. 
The term "industry conduct' ' refers to the way firms in an industry 
behave when confronted with changes (both quantitative and qualitative) 
in the demand for their output. Industry conduct essentially includes the 
price, product, and sales promotion activities of firms in an industry. 
Industry structure and conduct are closely related to each other as 
well as to performance. In theory, the structure of an industry defines the 
framework within which the individual finn operates; constraining the 
finn's activities (or conduct) and thus having an impact on its per-
formance. This suggests a pattern of causal relationships running from 
structure, through conduct, to performance. Empirical verification of this 
hypothesis, however, is often difficult since patterns of firm behavior can 
seldom be measured sufficiently to establish meaningful associations 
between conduct and performance or between structure and conduct. 
Linkages with industry conduct generally remain implied while associa-
tions of industry structure to performance can be more readily identified 
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empirically. The theoretical relationships of structure to conduct to per-
formance, form the conceptual framework for this analysis of the private 
campground industry in Maine. 
Research Procedures 
For the purposes of this study, a private campground was defined as 
a privately owned and/or operated recreation business offering camping 
facilities to the general public as a primary source of revenue. On the basis 
of this definition, a list of all private, commercial campgrounds operating 
in Maine in 1974 was compiled for sampling purposes. Each of the 345 
firms in the industry was surveyed by mail questionnaire. The two-page 
questionnaire was designed to assemble data on campground location and 
size, selected owner/ operator characteristics, itemized capital investment, 
labor usage, pricing behavior, occupancy rates, itemized cash receipts and 
expenses, and major management problems. In all, 62 variables were 
measured. Of the 345 firms surveyed, 92 usable questionnaires were re-
turned. This represents a sample of approximately 27 percent. Firms in 
the sample were grouped according to geographical location, (i.e., coastal 
vs. inland}l and size (i.e., number of campsites in use)4 and the sample was 
tested for representativeness on these criteria using chi-square. The sam-
ple proved to be representative with respect to location but small firms 
were underrepresented. 
The survey design also included a schedule of personal interviews 
with campground operators, complementary to the mail questionnaire, 
for perspective and greater detail. The personal interview was used to ob-
tain data on market entry, camper use, facilities available, fee structure 
and pricing behavior, impacts of public policies, land inputs, recent 
capital expansion, depreciation on investments, cash expenses, problems 
with clientele, and perceived future demands of campers. A stratified 
random sampling procedure (based on geographic location and firm size) 
was used to select 27 firms for personal interviews. 
Data from the mail surveys and personal interviews were coded and 
tabulated. Analysis of data was primarily descriptive with some industry 
associations investigated using correlation techniques. Comparisons of 
paired mean values utilizing t-tests were performed at the 10 percent level 
of probability while multiple mean comparisons were made at the five per-
cent level using the Student-Newman-Keuls test. 
'Campgrounds located in towns on coastal water, or towns east of or on the major coast· 
al tourist route (U.S. Route 1) were included in the coastal subgroup. All other firms were 
considered as having inland locations. 
•firms were grouped into four size categories on the basis of number of campsites. The 
categories are: 1-49, 50-99, 100-199, and 200 and more sites. 
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Factors related to the financial success of private campgrounds were 
identified from the literature. The relationships between these factors and 
the performance of Maine's private campgrounds were analyzed using the 
mail survey data and multiple regression techniques. 
INDUSTRY CONDUCT 
Fee Structure 
Fees charged by most firms in the interviewed sample were assessed 
on a campsite basis. Under such a system, the campsite and its facilities 
are treated as a total package for which a set fee is charged regardless of 
the degree of use of the facilities. Campsite fees varied according to facili-
ties provided and site location. The average rental fee for a standard sites 
was $4.00 per night while daily fees for sites with electricity and water and 
sites with all utilities (water, electricity, and sewer hook-up) averaged 
$4.75 and $5.25 respectively. Nine campgrounds offered sites with lake or 
river frontage. Fees for these sites averaged $5.00. Tent sites6 at inter-
viewed firms averaged $3.75 per day. Primitive campsites' were available 
at two campgrounds in the sample with average daily fees of $3.25. 
Some campgrounds did not differentiate site rental fees on the basis 
of facilities or location charging the same fee for sites with utilities or 
water frontage as the standard campsite fee. Under this pricing system, 
seven firms offered campsites with water and electricity and charged a fee 
of $5.00 for use of electricity. Two firms offered sites with all utilities for 
the standard campsite fee with no additional charges. Five campgrounds 
having a central sewage dumping station charged an additional fee of $.50 
or $1.00 for use of this facility, while one firm did not charge for central 
dumping station use. Fifty-five percent of the campgrounds in the sample 
with shore front campsites did not charge a differential price on this basis. 
In addition to campsite fees dependent upon facilities and location, 
58 percent of the campgrounds in the sample also charged fees based on 
the number of people in a camping party. These charges ranged from $.25 
to $1.00 for each person over the party-size limit of four. 
One firm did not charge on a campsite basis, but based fees solely on 
the number of people in a camping party. The camping fee was $1.00 per 
adult and $.50 per child. 
• A campsite that accommodates a tent or trailer and is without utilities at the site. 
Standard campsites at some campgrounds had water at the site. 
• A site too small for a trailer or specifically designed for tent use only with the site and 
parking separated or with a tent platform provided. 
' Campsites remotely spaced, accessible by foot or boat, and providing only primitive 
toilet facilities. 
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Pricing Behavior on Campsite Basis8 
To remain viable, a campground must charge fees which will create 
sufficient revenue to cover costs and return a profit on the owner's invest-
ment. The manner in which prices a.re established is an important part of 
this process. Three basic methods of price determination were identified 
from mail survey responses of 92 campgrounds. Forty-four percent of the 
firms in the sample charged competitive campsite rates, establishing the 
same or similar fees as other campgrounds with comparable facilities and 
locations. Cost-income analysis, in which prices are determined to cover 
expected costs plus return a profit, was used by 24 percent of the sample 
firms in establishing fees. Ten firms (11 percent) determined fees by aver-
aging rates charged by other local campgrounds. Of the remaining firms 
in the sample, 14 (22 percent) used a combination ofthese methods and 6 
(7 percent) did not explain their pricing policies. 
With a majority of campgrounds determining price levels by com-
parison to those of other firms or utilizing an average price, variation in 
fees has been minimized. The effect is to create a "going rate" fee struc-
ture which indicates that some firms in the industry act as leaders in price 
setting. This is characteristic of industries with significant seller concen-
tration. One disadvantage ofthe competitive and average pricing methods 
is that the determined price will not necessarily create sufficient revenue 
to cover a campground's expenses. Firms utilizing cost-income analysis 
are better able to establish prices which will meet costs. Some sample 
firms using this method of price determination noted that once a price 
was established, it was often modified to be more competitive with other 
firms. 
It can be interpreted from pricing behavior of firms in the sample 
that price competition through manipulation of fees was relatively unim-
portant. Reduced weekly rates were the most common price incentives 
offered to attract business. 
The effect of rates charged for publicly provided camping facilities 
on pricing behavior of interviewed firn1s was investigated. Nineteen camp-
ground operators (70 percent of interviewed sample) reported that public 
camping rates did affect their fees. Six of these stated public rates pro-
vided unfair price competition through subsidized lower rates and two 
were uncertain how and to what extent they were affected. 
Interviewed operators were asked to describe, from experience, the 
relationship between fees charged and sales volume. Most operators (57 
percent) indicated that raising camping rates had no apparent affect on 
sales while 10 percent reported business decreased with increasing site 
8 Pricing behavior of firms pricing solely on a per person basis was not investigated. 
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fees. Two percent felt that sales actually increased with increases in price. 
Nearly one-third of the operators (30 percent) did not know how price 
changes affected sales. 
Advertising 
Forms of advertising utilized by private campgrounds included 
campground directories, brochures, radio and television, magazines, 
newspapers, camping and sportsmen shows, and organizational dues 
(Table 1). Campground directories and brochures were the most common-
ly used advertising media. Each was utilized by 86 percent of the inter-
viewed firms. The relative importance of the various advertising media 
used by interviewed firms was measured as the average percentage of the 
total advertising budget spent on each form. Expenditures for camp-
ground directories and brochures accounted for an average of 61 percent 
oftotal advertising expenses. 
TABLE 1 
Commercial Forms of Advertising Used by Campgrounds 
in the Interviewed Sample, 1973• 
Average Percent 
Number of Total 
of Advertising 
Advertising Media Firms Percent Budget 
Campground Directories 18 86 35 
Brochures 18 86 26 
Radio/ TV 6 29 5 
Magazines 6 29 13 
Newspapers 7 33 8 
Camping or Sportsman Shows 6 29 6 
Organization Dues• 3 14 3 
Other" 5 24 4 
•Based on valid responses from 21 firms. 
' Includes Maine Campground Owners Association (MECOA), chambers of commerce, 
Maine Publicity Bureau, American Automobile Association (AAA). 
•Miscellaneous, including post cards, maps, and travel and entertainment. 
Reservation Policies 
One way in which commercial campground operators have distin-
guished their product from that provided by most public campgrounds is 
to accept advance reservations for campsites. Twenty-six of the 27 per-
sonally interviewed firms (96 percent) accepted such reservations. Oper-
ators of these campgrounds estimated that an average of 63 percent of all 
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campers staying one week or longer made reservations during the 1973 
season. In contrast, only 14 percent of transient or short-term campers 
made reservations. On non-holiday weekends, an average of 51 percent 
of all campers made advance reservations and on holiday weekends this 
figure increased to 67 percent. Advance registrations appear to be benefi-
cial to both the operator in his management activities and the camper in 
planning a camping trip. 
Problems Facing the Campgroqnd Industry 
Operators responding to the mail survey were asked to identify the 
most serious problem facing the industry in Maine. The response to this 
question is shown in Table 2. Over half of the operators reported the main 
problems of the industry involved state policies and regulations. Nearly 
one out of five operators indicated that bad publicity from the state was 
the most serious problem facing the industry. This notion had its origin in 
a list of recommendations made concerning the industry and its impact 
contained in a report prepared for the state by a private consulting firm 
(5, p.l74). This report states that camping as a tourist activity and type of 
accommodation has the least significant economic impact and most detri-
mental social and environmental impacts. The report concludes that 
camping is a source of many of the problems attributed to tourism in 
TABLE2 
Major Problems Facing Maine's Private Campground Industry 
as Identified by Respondents to the Mail 
Survey Questionnaire, 19744 
Number of Operators 
Identifying as Percent Cumulative 
Problem Area Most Serious Problem of Total Percent 
Increasing Number of State 
Regulations 18 22 22 
Bad Publicity from State 16 19 41 
Increasing Operating Costs 12 15 56 
Insufficient State 
Promotional Activities 8 10 66 
Maine's Short Camping 
Season s 6 72 
Gasoline Price Increases 
and Possible Shortages s 6 78 
Competition from State·Owned 
Camping Facilities 4 s 83 
Black Flies 3 4 87 
Other 11 13 100 
•Based on 82 valid responses, 
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Maine. Only four percent of the respondents list black flies as the most 
serious problem; much less than anticipated. 
Expansion of Campgrounds 
Campground expansion was investigated for firms in the interviewed 
sample. Twenty firms (70 percent of the sample) had increased their capa-
city in the five-year period 1969 to 1973. An average of 39 campsites per 
firm was developed during this period. This development required an 
average of 98 acres ofland per firm: 
Thirty percent of the operators interviewed indicated plans for fur-
ther expansion during the next five-year period (1974 to 1978). Firms plan-
ning expansion during this period indicated that expansion was necessary 
due to full utilization of present capacity and expected increases in de-
mand. Firms in the sample not planning to expand indicated this decision 
was based on the existence of excess capacity with present development, 
low current levels of business, the large capital investment required, the 
elderly age ofthe operator/ owner, and 1abor requirements beyond present 
supply of family labor. Only two operators cited a lack of available land 
as a reason for not expanding their campgrounds. 
Seventeen firms in the sample reported not having undeveloped land 
presently under their control and available for expansion. The average 
amount of unused land per firm for the sample as a whole was 34 acres. 
Firms planning expansion reported expected increases in number of 
campsites ranging from 25 to 165 sites and averaging 72 sites per firm. 
Planned expansion would require development of five to 40 acres per 
campground. None of the firms with expansion plans reported the need 
to purchase the additional land required. 
Operators in the interviewed sample estimated the capital invest-
ment required for their expansion plans. Estimated capital inputs aver-
aged $27,142, ranging from $2,000 to $50,000 with six operators indi-
cating that they could not estimate the costs involved . Seven operators 
noted that expansion costs would be financed through reinvestment of 
profits. 
INDUSTRY PERFORMANCE: COSTS AND RETURNS 
Operating expenses and receipts for the 1973 camping season were 
analyzed for firms in the mail survey sample. These data can provide a 
useful guide to expected costs and returns -for the Maine industry, and, 
also, a measurement of performance of individual campgrounds. In this 
analysis, financial success was measured as net income. 
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Operating Expenses 
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 
Average total cash expenses per campground in the sample were 
$16,408 in 1973 ranging from a minimum expenditure of $299 to a maxi-
m urn of $223,936. The frequency distribution of firms by total cash ex pen-
diture is shown in Table 3. Fifty-three percent ofthe sample firms reported 
1973 total cash expenses of less than $7,500. The difference in average 
total cash expenses between firms in the inland ($12,487) and coastal 
($22,491) was large but not statistically significant. Average total expenses 
were also analyzed by firm size (Table 4). Differences in total expenses 
between firms in the largest category and each of the three smaller sub-
groups were statistically significant. 
TABLE3 
Frequency Distribution of Mail Survey Respondents 
by Total Operating Expenditures, 1973 
Total Cash Percent 
Expense Number of Cumulative 
(Dollars) Firms Total Percent 
1- 2,499 16 22 22 
2,500 . 4,999 17 23 45 
5,000. 7,499 6 8 53 
7,500 . 9,999 13 18 71 
10,000 - 19,999 9 12 83 
20,000-29,999 4 5 88 
30,000- 39,999 1 1 89 
40,000 - 49,999 3 4 93 
50,000 5 7 100 
Total 74 100 
TABLE4 
Average Total Operating Expenditures by Firm Size Category 
for Firms in the Mail Survey Sample, 1973 
Finn Size Category Number Average Total Expenditures 
Number of Campsites of Firms Dollars 
1 - 49 23 $ 3,203 
50 - 99 28 8,199 
100-199 16 19,001 
200 and more 7 86,699 
Total or average 74 $16,409 
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ITEMIZED OPERATING EXPENSES9 
Table 5 shows average itemized expenses for firms in the mail 
sample. The largest single _expense item was labor averaging $4,020 and 
accounting for approximately 28 percent oftotal operating expenses. 
Average itemized expenses were analyzed by geographic location 
(Table 6) and firm size category (Table 7). Labor expenses were signifi-
cantly higher for coastal firms than for inland campgrounds. Significant 
increases in expenditures between each of the three smaller size categories 
and the largest size category existed for all expense items. Differences in 
averagt: advertising expenses were significant among all size categories. 
Average utility, tax, and insurance expenditures for firms in the 100 to 199 
site category were significantly higher than average expenditures in those 
categories for firms in the two smaller size groups. 
TABLES 
Average Itemized Operating Expenditures for Firms 
in the Mail Survey Sample, 1973 
Average Expenditure 
Percent of Total Number 
Expense Item Dollars Expenditures of Firms 
Labor $ 4,020 28 78 
Utilities 1,532 11 77 
Taxes 1,246 8 77 
Maintenance 1,740 12 77 
Advertising 899 6 78 
Insurance 792 5 78 
Supplies 1,403 10 77 
Miscellaneous 2,923 20 78 
Total $14,555 100 
SCALE ECONOMIES 
Total operating expenses per campsite were calculated for firms in 
the mail sample. Per-site expenses for the sample as a whole averaged 
$159.57 with coastal campgrounds averaging $190.22 and inland firms 
$138.89 per campsite. The difference in per-site expenditures between 
coastal and inland campgrounds was not statistically significant. 
9 In general, the sum of average itemized expenses does not equal average total ex-
penses due to differences in number of valid responses and discrepancies in reporting of indi-
vidual firms. Since it was not possible to isolate and correct these discrepancies without addi-
tional information, the decision was made to present the data as reported. 
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TABLE6 
Average Itemized Operating Expenditures by Geographic 
Location for Firms in the Mail Survey Sample, 1973 
Coastal Firms Inland Finns 
Average Expenditure Number Average Expenditure Number 
Percent of Total of Percent of Total of 
Expense Item Dollars Expenditures Firms Dollars Expenditures Firms 
Labor s 6,546 35 30 s 2,440 20 48 
Utilities 1,604 9 30 1,486 13 47 
Taxes 1,385 7 30 1,157 10 47 
Maintenance 1,811 10 29 1,698 14 48 
Advertising 969 5 30 856 7 48 
Insurance 835 4 30 766 6 48 
Supplies 1,999 11 30 i ,023 9 47 
Miscellaneous 3,610 19 30 2,486 21 47 
- -Total 18,759 100 11,912 100 
Table 8 shows average total operating expenses per campsite for 
firms in each of the four size categories. Per-campsite expenses increase 
with firm size indicating no increased efficiency. Itemized per-campsite 
expenses were analyzed for the mail sample. In general, these data indi-
cated no increased efficiency, with respect to any of the expenditure cate-
gories, with increasing firm size. In fact, for most expense items, per-
campsite costs increased (though not significantly) with increasing firm 
size. It is possible to conclude, therefore, that the presence of scale econo-
mies, with respect to operating expenses, in Maine's private campground 
industry is highly unlikely. 
Campground Receipts 
TOTAL GROSS RECEIPTS 
Total gross receipts for the mail survey sample averaged $22,001 
ranging from $500 to $226,939. Table 9 gives the frequency distribution 
of firms in the sample by 1973 gross receipts. Just over one-half of the 
campgrounds reported total gross receipts (gross income) of less than 
$10,000. 
The difference in average total gross receipts between coastal 
($30,420) and inland ($16,564) firms was statistically significant (though 
just barely so). Table 10 shows average gross receipts for sample firms by 
size category. Differences among size categories (except between the two 
smallest) were significant. 
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TABLE8 
Average Total Operating Expenditures Per Campsite by Firm Size 
Category for Firms in the Mail Survey Sample, 1973 
Firm Size Category 
Number of Campsites 
1-49 
50-99 
100. 199 
200and more 
Number 
of Firms 
21 
28 
16 
7 
TABLE9 
Average Total Expenditures 
Per Campsite 
Dqllars 
$124.41 
128.74 
143.08 
426.03 
Frequency Distribution of Mail Survey Respondents by 
Total Gross Receipts, 1973 
Number 
Gross Receipts of Percent of Cumulative 
(Dollars) Firms Total Percent 
1. '4,999 26 32 32 
5,000. 9,999 16 20 52 
10,000 . 14,999 10 12 64 
15,000. 19,999 4 5 69 
20,000. 29,999 10 12 81 
30,000. 39,999 3 4 85 
40,000 . 49,999 3 4 89 
50,000. 99,999 6 7 96 
100,000+ 3 4 100 
Total 81 100 
TABLE10 
Average Total Gross Receipts by Firm Size Category 
for Firms in the Mail Survey Sample, 1973 
Firm Size Category Number Average Total Gross Receipts 
Number of Campsites of Firms Dollars 
1-49 26 $ 4,553 
50-99 29 11,824 
100-199 18 31,118 
200and more 6 119,455 
T otal or average 79 22,001 
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ITEMIZED RECEIPTS 
Sources of income for private campgrounds included campsite fees, 
store receipts, vending machines, and equipment rentals (Table 11). The 
primary income source was campsite rentals, accounting for 74 percent of 
average total gross receipts for the mail sample. 
TABLE 11 
Average Itemized Gross Receipts for Firms in 
the Mail Survey Sample, 1973 
Average Receipts 
Percent o.f Total 
~ Receipt Item Dollars• Receipts 
Campsite Fees $14,336 74 
Store Receipts 2,648 14 
Vending Machines 802 4 
Equipment Rental 611 3 
Other' 994 s 
Total 19,391 100 
Number 
of Finns 
77 
76 
77 
77 
77 
•Total does not equal average of total gross receipts from Table 10 due to differences in 
number of valid respon!;es. 
' Includes receipts from cottage rentals, visitor and day-use fees , snack bars, dumping 
station fees, and land and building rentals. 
Itemized gross receipts were analyzed by geographic location (Table 
12) and campground size (Table 13). Receipts from vending machines 
were significantly higher for coastal campgrounds. Average receipts from 
the other four sources did not differ significantly between coastal and in-
land firms. Average gross receipts from campsite fees increased signifi-
cantly with increasing firm size (except between the two smallest size cate-
gories). Differences in average receipts from store sales, vending ma-
chines, and equipment rental between the largest size category and each 
of the three smaller categories were also statistically significant. No signi-
ficant difference in average receipts from sources in the " other" category 
existed among firm size groups. 
Total gross receipts were also calculated on a per campsite basis for 
sample firms. Receipts from all sources averaged $215 per campsite. Aver-
age total receipts per site were larger for coastal firms ($249) than for in-
land firms ($191) but not by a statistically significant amount. Average 
per-site receipts for campgrounds in the largest size category ($450) were 
significantly higher than the averages for each of the smaller groups. 
However, no significant differences in average per-site receipts existed 
among firms in the one to 49 site {$175), SO to 99 site ($187), and 100 to 
199 site ($249) categories. 
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Net Income 
Net income is defined, here, as the difference between total gross re-
ceipts and total cash expenses.10 Essentially, net income represents the 
return to family labor, management, and capital investment. It is also a 
convenient measure of industry performance. 
The 1973 average annual net income for firms in the mail survey 
sample was $6,336 per campground. Net income ranged from a loss of 
$10,302 to a maximum of $51,000. The frequency distribution of firms in 
the sample by 1973 net income is shown in Table 14. More than half of the 
campgrounds (54 percent) had net incomes less than $3,000, while only 22 
percent earned $10,000 or more. Eight finns (12 percent) reported losses. 
TABLE14 
Frequency Distribution of Mail Survey Respondents by 
Net Income, 1973 
Net Income Number Percent Cumulative 
(DoJlars) of Firms of Total Percent 
Loss of 5,000 or more 2 3 3 
Loss of 1-4,999 6 9 12 
0 1 1 13 
1 - 999 IS 21 34 
1,000- 1,999 9 13 47 
2,000- 2,999 5 7 54 
3,000- 3,999 5 7 61 
4,000- 4,999 3 4 65 
5,000- 9,999 9 13 78 
10,000 - 14,999 4 6 84 
15,000- 19,999 3 4 88 
20,000- 24,999 4 6 94 
25,000 and more 4 6 100 
Total 70 100 
Average 1973 net incomes of campgrounds in the mail sample were 
analyzed by geographic location and firm size (Table 15). There was no sig-
nificant difference in average net income between coastal and inland camp-
grounds, while all differences in average net income among finn size cate-
•• Average net income for the various subgroups in the mail sample cannot be calculated 
by subtracting average total expenses from average total gross receipts for each subgroup. In 
this analysis, net income was calculated for each firm in the sample and these values were 
averaged for each subgroup. Due to differences in the number of valid responses (depending 
upon how the campgrounds were grouped) each method of calculation yields a different net 
income value. 
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22 LSA STATION BULLETIN 741 
gories were significant (except between the two smallest categories). With-
in each size category there were no significant differences between coastal 
and inland firms. Coastal campgrounds in each of the two larger size cate-
gories had significantly higher average net incomes than coastal firms in 
each of the two smaller size groups. No significant difference in net in-
come existed within the two smaller categories or the two larger categories 
of coastal firms. Inland firms in the largest category had a significantly 
higher average net income than inland campgrounds in each of the three 
smaller size groups. However, no significant difference in average net in-
come existed among inland firms in the three smaller size categories. 
Net income per campsite was calculated for all firms in the mail .sur-
vey sample. Per-site net income averaged $74.37 for the sample as a whole 
with no significant difference between coastal ($95.00) and inland ($60.78) 
campgrounds on this basis. Average net income per campsite increased 
with increasing finn size (Table 16) but these differences are not statis-
tically significant. This tends to support earlier conclusions that there are 
no significant gains in economic efficiency with increasing campground 
size. 
TABLE16 
Average Net Income Per Campsite by Finn Size 
Category for Firms in the Mail Survey Sample, 1973 
Finn Size Category 
Number of Campsites 
1-49 
50-99 
100-199 
200and more 
Total or average 
RATE OF RETURN 
Number 
of Firms 
20 
28 
14 
6 
68 
Average Net Income Per Campsite 
Dollars 
s 60.83 
64.69 
93.42 
120.22 
s 74.37 
The primary measure of performance in this analysis is net income. 
As a supplementary measure an average rate of return was calculated for 
the mail sample as a whole and for each of the location and size sub-
groups (Table 17). The rate of return was calculated by dividing average 
net income by average total capital investment for each subgroup and 
multiplying the result by 100. As such, it is not correct to interpret this 
measure strictly as a rate of return on invested capital since a portion of 
net income represents the return to unpaid family labor and management 
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inputs. The relatively high rate of return associated with firms in the 100 
to 199 campsite group, tends to support the previous observation that 
firms in this size category make slightly more efficient use of capital in-
puts. 
TABLE17 
Average Total Capital Investment, Average Net Income, and Average 
Rate of Return for all Firms and by Location and Size 
for Firms in the Mail Survey Sample, 1973 
Average Total Capital Average Rate of 
Unit Investment Net Income Return• 
Dollars Dollars Percent 
All Firms 6,336 159,859 4.0 
Coastal Firms 7,912 197,469 4.0 
Inland Firms 5,527 137,293 4.0 
Firm Size (Sites) 
(1) 1-49 1,437 64,090 2.2 
{2) 50-99 4,014 113,180 3.5 
(3) 100-199 10,803 213,229 5.1 
(4) 200 and more 24,639 632,917 3.8 
•Rate of return calculated as: average net income divided by average total capital investment 
multiplied by 100. 
VARIATION IN INDIVIDUAL FIRM PERFORMANCE 
While there were apparently no significant differences in average per-
formance among sample firms when grouped by location and size, there 
was a great deal of variation in the performance of individual camp-
grounds. Net income for sample firms averaged $6,336 (ranging from a 
loss of $10,302 to a maximum of $51,000) with a standard deviation equal 
to± $10,452. Per-site net income averaged $74.37 (standard-deviation=± 
$93.10) and ranged from a loss of $171.70 to a maximum of $356.12. The 
next section reports the results of an effort to explain this variation in in-
dividual performance. 
Factors Related to Campground Performance 
Factors thought to have an influence on campground performance 
were identified from the foregoing structural analysis and from the litera-
ture on the private campground industry. These factors were then ana-
lyzed for firms in the mail sample using multiple regression analysis. This 
statistical procedure essentially explains the variation in a dependent vari-
24 LSA STATION BULLETIN 741 
able by identifying significant relationships between it and a number of in-
dependent variables (the factors previously mentioned). Relationships ex-
isting among variables can be either direct (positive) or inverse (negative). 
A positive relationship means that the value of the dependent variable 
changes in the same direction (up or down) as value changes in the inde-
pendent variable. A negative relationship indicates that the two variables 
move in opposite directions. In this· analysis, the dependent variable was 
measured as net income per campsite for each firm in the sample.11 
Net income is the difference between gross receipts (sales) and total 
expenses for a given period of time. It is therefore possible to increase net 
income and thus improve performance by: (1) increasing sales, (2) decreas-
ing costs, or (3) increasing sales and decreasing costs simultaneously. The 
factors included in this analysis were selected because they were thought 
to have significant impacts on either the volume of sales or the total costs 
ofthe private campground firm. 
Independent Variables and Hypothesized Relationships 
In this analysis', five factors were hypothesized as being significantly 
related to campground sales and hence to net income per campsite (the 
dependent variable). Each factor is measured with one or more indepen-
dent variables. 
LOCATION WITH RESPECT TO POPULATION CENTERS 
Population centers represent the major sources of tourists (both resi-
dent and nonresident) who, in turn, comprise the majority of the private 
campground owner's clientele. Accessibility of Maine's private camp-
grounds to tourist flows was thus considered a primary factor influencing 
the financial success of individual firms. Three variables were used to 
measure this factor: (1) driving d'istance from nearest primary highway ,X,, 
(2) driving distance from Kittery, X2 , and (3) driving distance from 
nearest Maine population center, X3 • It was hypothesized that net in-
come per campsite is inversely related to these three variables. In other 
words, as distance from the nearest primary highway, Kittery, or the 
nearest Maine population center increases, net income decreases. The 
rationale for the hypothesis is, essentially, that longer distances represent 
increased travel costs in terms of time and money and thus, have a fric-
tional effect on tourist travel. 
"To neutralize the influence of campground size on net income, this value was calcu· 
Jated on a per-campsite basis. Several of the independent variables in this analysis were also 
measured on this basis, where appropriate, to account for variation due to size. 
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LOCATION WITH RESPECT TO TOURIST ATTRACTIONS 
Accessibility of private campgrounds to Maine's major tourist attrac-
tions was thought to have a positive effect on campground sales. Two vari-
ables measured this factor: (1) driving distance to nearest major tourist 
attraction, X., and (2) driving distance from coastal waters, X5 • It was 
felt that, in Maine, the entire coast and not just a few unique sections 
represented a major tourist attraction. Two of the three major tourist 
attractions included in the measurement of variable X. (Old Orchard 
Beach area and Acadia National Park) are related to specific sections of 
the Maine Coast with outstanding features . Variables X4 and Xs were 
thought to be inversely related to the dependent variable. 
QUALITY OF CAMPING EXPERIENCE 
Quality, an extremely subjective concept, is difficult to define and thus 
could not be measured directly. However, it was thought to have an impor-
tant influence on campground sales and thus could not be ignored. 
Quality of the camping experience is at least partially dependent on 
the number and quality of facilities and services provided by the camp-
ground and on the quality of land resource inputs. Capital investment in 
facilities per campsite, ~. was used as an indirect measure which hope-
fully reflected the quantity and quality aspects of facilities and services, 
while per-acre land investment value, X,, provided a surrogate measure of 
quality of land inputs. A third variable, location on a lake, Xs, was in-
cluded to account for the importance of water-based recreational activities 
in the total camping experience. Variable X8 was not measured as a con-
tinuous distance variable in miles from the nearest lake. It was felt that 
measuring the distance from each campground to the nearest Jake did not 
provide an accurate interpretation of the hypothesized relationship. The 
important dimension was thought to be whether the campground was 
located directly on a lakeshore or not. Accordingly, variable X8 - location 
on a lakeshore- was measured and tested as a dummy variable in the 
analysis. Location directly on a lakeshore was thought to have a positive 
influence on net income. Variables~ and X, were hypothesized as being 
directly related to net income per campsite. 
AMOUNT OF ADVERTISING 
A fourth important factor thought to have a significant positive influ-
ence on campground sales is the amount and quality of advertising. Two 
variables measured this factor: (1) advertising expenditures per campsite, 
X9, and (2) firm age, X,o. Advertising expenditures reflect both quantity 
and quality dimensions of the influence of advertising on campgrounds 
sales. However, it was not possible to separate these two dimensions and it 
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is likely that differences in type and quality (or effectiveness) of adver-
tising are not sufficiently accounted for by this variable. A popular notion 
among Maine campground operators is that the most effective type of ad-
vertising is the reputation of the campground, developed over time, trans-
mitted verbally among campers. Variable X10 - firm age- was included 
as an attempt to account for the influence of this type of advertising. 
Direct relationships between variables X9 and X10 and the dependent vari-
able were hypothesized. 
ENTREPRENEURIAL SKILL 
Perhaps the most significant factor influencing the financial success 
of a business finn is the management expertise and business "sense" of 
the owner/operator (referred to here as entrepreneurial skill). Certainly 
these skills and knowledge are no less important in the campground in-
dustry. Entrepreneurial skill of the campground manager has a significant 
effect not only on the sales of the firm, but, perhaps more importantly, 
on the finn's cost structure. It was not possible to measure this factor, 
directly, for each campground in the sample. A substitute measure-
years of experience of campground manager, Xu- was used for this 
purpose. It was hypothesized that manger experience was directly related 
to firm sales and thus net income. 
COSTS 
It is more difficult to define, specifically, those factors that have a 
significant impact on the cost structure of private campgrounds. Two 
critically important factors are the technology employed and the know-
ledge and skills of the manager. The management factor is already ac-
counted for in variable Xu. It was hypothesized that manager experience 
is inversely related to campground costs and thus directly related to net 
income. Clearly, the management factor operates to increase sales and re-
duce costs simultaneously, one effect reinforcing the other with respect to 
net income. It was not possible to measure differences in technology em-
ployed by sample firms. Thus, the analysis incorporates the implied as-
sumption that approximately the same technology is utilized by all firms 
in the sample. 
A correlation analysis among independent variables for the sample 
revealed that variable X10 (firm age) and Xu (manager experience) were 
highly correlated (r= 0.81). This is probably due to the fac~ that for most 
campgrounds in the sample, the owner of the finn is also the operator/ 
manager as well, having owned the business from the start and acquiring 
all his experience during this time. Under these circumstances, both vari-
ables will, in effect, explain the same portion of the variation in net in-
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come. This is redundant and creates the problem of identifying what part 
of explained variation can be attributed to each independent variable. 
Since management experience incorporates the influence of entrepreneur-
ial skill on both sales al}d costs, variable Xu was retained and variable X,o 
dropped as an independent variable in the regression analysis. Thus man-
ager experience is identified as X,0 in the following discussion. 
The Regression Equation 
The regression equation had the form: 
(1) NI =a+ b,X. + bzXz + ... + b,oXlO. 
Where: 
NI = net income per campsite (dependent variable), a,b,, bz, 
... , b,0 , are partial regression coefficients, and X,, Xz, . .. ,X.o 
are independent variables as previously defined. 
Regression analysis has two essential uses. In some cases it is used 
to gain understanding of the structural relationships existing among a set 
of variables, while at other times the regression equation is employed to 
predict values for the dependent variable when values for the independent 
variables are known. Regression is used here in an attempt to identify and 
understand relationships among variables. If the equation were to be used 
for predictive purposes, it would have included variables having a more 
deterministic relationship with net income, sueh as number of sites per 
campground, user fees and charges, and average occupancy rates. Kottke, 
in a study of commercial campgrounds in Connecticut used regression 
analysis to predict campground net income (2, p. 17). Four variables-
number of sites, user fees, percent occupancy, and proximity to public 
campgrounds and selected tourist attractions- were included in Kott-
ke's equation which explained 68 percent of the variation in net income 
among 22 sample campgrounds. Kottke concludes that his equation can 
be used to estimate the prospects for campground net income with a sta-
tistically acceptable degree of confidence. It should be noted, however, 
that Kottke's analysis provides no understanding of why average occu-
pancy rates (a measure of campground sales) differ among campgrounds. 
In a sense the reader is left with the notion that profits can be increased by 
increasing sales; but he is provided with no information which would help 
in deciding how to increase sales. 
When used for explanatory purposes, regression analysis yields· sev-
eral types of information. Two of the most important are: (1) a measure of 
the total amount of variation in the dependent variable explained by the 
independent variables (R2 ) , and (2) partial regression coefficients (b 
values), associated with each independent variable. Both the R2 and b 
values can be tested for statistical significance. A statistically significant 
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R1 indicates, essentially, that the level of explanation achieved is better 
than would be expected if independent variables were simply chosen at 
random. Significant regression coefficients for independent variables indi-
cate that these variables have an important effect on the dependent vari-
able, i.e., they explain a significant amount of variation in the dependent 
variable. The sign associated with each regression coefficient indicates 
whether that variable was directly (+) or inversely (-) related to the 
dependent variable. 
Results of Regression Analysis 
The results of the regression analysis are summarized in Table 18. 
The overall relationship between the independent variables and net in-
come per campsite was statistically significant.'1 Essentially, this means 
that the analysis explained a statistically significant amount of the varia-
tion in the dependent variable. The actual amount of explained variation 
was SO. 9 percent (R1 x 100). 
Substituting b values from Table 18 into equation {1) yields the re-
gression equation for the mailed samvle: 
(2) NI =- 6.84724 X, + .37662 X1- 2.34744 ~- .24218 X. 
-.49638 Xs + .04348 ~- .00211 X,+ 57.07157 Xa 
-2.08736 x9 + 2.25033 xiO 
Four of the independent variables were significant at the 0.05 level of 
probability, while two more were significant at the O.llevel. 
Variable X, was significant at the 0.05 level of probability and the 
regression coefficient, b, , has a negative sign indicating an inverse rela-
tionship between X, and net income per campsite. This evidence supports 
the hypothesis that the nearer a campground is located to a primary high-
way, the higher its net income per campsite. 
Variable X6 had a significant, direct relationship with net income. 
This result supports the hyopthesis that campgrounds providing more and 
better facilities and services earn higher per-site net income than firms 
having less attractive facilities. 
Location directly on a lakeshore (X8 ) had a significant positive influ-
ence on net income per campsite. This information is evidence in favor of 
the hypothesis that location on a lake was important in its positive influ-
ence on the financial success of commercial campgrounds. It also empha-
sizes the importance of water-based recreational activities in determining 
the overall quality of the camping experience. 
'
1 Significant at O.OOllevel of probability. 
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Representing accessibility to resident sources of demand, variable X3 
(distance from nearest Maine population center) was a significant factor 
in explaining the variation in net per-site income among firms in the 
sample. The negative sign on the coefficient for this variable (b3 ) indicates 
the hypothesized inverse relationship between XJ and the dependent vari-
able existed in the sample. 
The analysis revealed a surprising relationship between per-site ex-
penditures for advertising (X9 ) and net income. The relationship was sig-
nificant but the negative partial coefficient indicated that it was inverse. 
In other words, as advertising expenditures increased net income per 
campsite decreased. On the basis of this evidence the original hypothesis 
is modified to reflect this difference. Advertising is important but it seems 
to have a negative impact indicating that , in general, it adds more to the 
costs of a campground than to its income. 
The last statistically significant variable to enter the equation meas-
ured a campground's proximity to Kittery, the primary access point for 
nonresident tourists. The direction of this relationship was, again, the 
opposite of that hypothesized. Net income per campsite increased with in-
creasing distance from Kittery. This could be interpreted to mean that the 
satisfaction derived by nonresident campers from experiences at camp-
grounds in more remote locations in the State outweighs the extra costs 
involved in reaching these places. 
None of the remaining four variables (X4, X5 , X, , and X10) contribu-
ted significantly to explaining the variation in net income per campsite 
among sample firms. Though not significant, the relationship between 
land investment value per acre and net income was interesting. In a situ-
ation similar to that existing for advertising expenditures, land investment 
was inversely related to net income. It should be noted, however, that this 
variable may not provide an accurate measure of land quality. 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The major objective of this research was to assemble basic, quantita-
tive data for Maine's commercial campground industry and to analyze 
these data for the purpose of providing a detailed description of the in-
dustry's organizational structure, conduct, and performance. A large 
amount of information was assembled and organized and has been pre-
sented in some detail in preceding sections. Major findings with respect 
to industry conduct and performance and , where appropriate, conclusions 
are summarized below. 
Industry Conduct 
The term "industry conduct" refers to the way firms in an industry 
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behave under a variety of market conditions. Industry conduct primarily 
includes the price, product, and sales promotion activities of individual 
firms. 
FEE STRUCfURE AND PRICING BEHAVIOR 
Fees charged by most firms in the interviewed sample were assessed 
on a campsite basis and varied according to facilities provided and site lo-
cation. Average rental fees for standard sites, sites with electricity and 
water, and sites with all utilities were $4.00, $4.75, and $5.25 per night 
respectively. Fees for sites with lake or river frontage averaged $5.00. Tent 
sites rented for an average of $3.75 per night and nightly fees for primitive 
sites averaged $3.25. Fifty-eight percent of sampled campgrounds charged 
fees based on number of people in a camping party, in addition to site 
fees. These charges ranged from $.25 to $1.00 for each person over the 
party-size limit of four. 
Three basic methods of price determination were in use by firms in 
the mail sample. Forty-four percent charged competitive rates, estab-
lishing rates similar io those charged at comparable campgrounds. Cost-
income analysis, where fees are set to cover costs plus a profit, was used by 
24 percent of the firms, while 11 percent determined fees by averaging 
rates charged by other local campgrounds. There was little evidence of 
price competition among firms with reduced weekly rates being the most 
common price incentives offered. Seventy percent of operators interviewed 
reported that rates charged at public camping facilities did not influence 
their own rates. 
ADVERTISING 
A variety of advertising media were used including campground 
directories, brochures, radio and television, magazines, newspapers, and 
displays at camping and sportsmen shows. Campground directories and 
brochures were the most frequently used media and accounted for an 
average of 61 percent of total advertising expenditures. 
RESERVATION POUCIES 
Ninty-six percent of the interviewed campgrounds accepted reserva-
tions. Operators estimated this accounted for an average of 63 percent of 
all campers staying one week or longer. 
PROBLEMS FACING THE INDUSTRY 
Over half of the operators responding to the mail survey reported that 
the main problems facing the industry involved State policies and regula-
tions. Other identified problem areas included gasoline prices and short-
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ages, rapidly increasing operating costs, short camping season, and the 
presence of black flies. 
Industry Performance 
Industry performance is evaluated, here, in terms of financial success 
which is measured as net income. 
OPERATING EXPENSES 
Total cash expenses per campground averaged $16,408. The differ-
ence between coastal ($22,491) and inland ($12,487) firms was not signifi-
cant while differences between each of the three smallest size categories 
and the largest were significant. Fifty-three percent of the sample reported 
expenses of less than $7,500. The largest single expense item was labor 
averaging $4,020 per campground and accounting for about 28 percent of 
total operating expenses. 
Total expenses per campsite averaged $159.57 'with no significant 
difference between coastal ($190.22) and inland ($138.89) firms. Expenses 
per-campsite increased with finn size suggesting that there are no scale 
economies with respect to operating expenses. This conclusion was sup-
ported with analysis of itemized per-site expenses. Most expense items 
showed increasing per-site costs with increased campground size. It is in-
teresting to note that when measured in physical terms, labor inputs de-
crease significantly with increasing campground size while labor expenses 
increased (though not significantly) with size. It could be that larger firms 
used relatively fewer employees-but payed them much higher wages. 
RECEIPTS 
Total gross receipts averaged $22,001 per campground with coastal 
firms ($30,420) having significantly higher receipts than inland firms 
($16,564). Fifty-two percent of campgrounds had gross receipts of less 
than $10,000. Differences among size categories (except between the two 
smallest) were significant. Campsite rentals were the primary income 
source accounting for 74 percent of total receipts. Only the difference in 
receipts from vending machines between coastal ($1,323) and inland 
($470) firms was significant. Campground size had a significant impact 
on itemized receipts. 
NET INCOME 
Net income is defined as the difference between total gross receipts 
and total cash expenses. Average net income was $6,336 per campground 
with 54 percent of the firms earning net incomes less than $3,000 and 16 
percent greater than $10,000. The difference between coastal ($7,912) and 
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inland ($6,474) firms was not significant while all differences among size 
categories were (except between the two smallest). Net income per camp-
site averaged $74.37, with no significant difference between coastal 
{$95.00) and inland {$60.78) campgrounds. Though per-site net income 
increased with increasing size, differences among size categories were not 
significant. This tends to support the conclusion that there are few signi-
ficant gains in economic efficiency with increasing size. 
A rate of return was computed for the sample as a whole and for each 
size and location subgroup by dividing average net income by average 
total capital investment and multiplying the result by 100. The average 
rate of return was 4 percent for the sample as a whole and for coastal and 
inland firms. Campgrounds in the 100 to 199 campsite category had the 
highest rate- 5.1 percent- while the lowest rate was 2.2 percent for 
firms in the smallest size category. In light of the fact that the calculated 
rates reflect returns not only to invested capital but to unpaid family labor 
and management as well, it can be concluded that Maine's commercial 
campgrounds are only marginally profitable. 
FACTORS RELATED TO PERFORMANCE 
Five factors were hypothesized to have a significant influence on net 
income: location with respect to population centers, location with respect 
to tourist attractions, quality of camping experience provided, amount of 
advertising, and entrepreneurial skill. Each factor was measured for the 
sample with one or more variables and regression analysis was used to test 
for significant relationships between each variable and net income, and to 
describe the direction of these relationships. Six variables were found to 
be significantly related to net income per campsite. Per-site investment in 
facilities , location on a lake, and distance from Kittery were directly re-
lated to net income. The direct relationship between net income and dis-
tance to Kittery contradicted the hypothesized nature of this relationship. 
This might be interpreted to mean that satisfaction campers derive from 
experiences at more remote campgrounds outweighs the extra costs and 
inconvenience involved in reaching them. 
Distance from the nearest primary highway, from the nearest Maine 
population center, and per-site advertising expenditures were inversely re-
lated to net income. The inverse relationship between net income and ad-
vertising expenditures was unexpected and indicates that, in general, ad-
vertising added more to a campground's costs than to its revenues. 
In light of this analysis it can be concluded that a prospective camp-
ground operator can enhance his ch~nces for financial success by pro-
viding a wide range of high quality facilities and services, locating his 
campground on a lake and near a primary highwaY. and Maine population 
center, and relying more on informal , and less expensive fornis of adver-
tising. 
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